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MEMORANDUM



DATE:	January 22, 2013



SUBJECT:	Response to Public Comments on the EFED Registration Review Problem Formulation for Acetamiprid (PC Code No. 099050; DP Barcode D407348)



TO:		Jill Bloom, Chemical Review Manager

		Eric Miederhoff, Acting Team Leader

		Risk Management and Implementation Branch II

Pesticide Re-evaluation Division (7508P)



FROM:	Katrina White, Ph.D., Biologist

Scott Glaberman, Ph.D., Biologist				

		Environmental Risk Branch IV

Environmental Fate and Effects Division (7507P)



THROUGH:	Jim Carleton, Ph.D., Senior Fate Scientist

	Tom Steeger, Ph.D., Senior Science Advisor

	Marietta Echeverria, Branch Chief 

	Environmental Risk Branch IV

Environmental Fate and Effects Division (7507P)



The Office of Pesticide Programs received comments on the “Registration Review – Preliminary Problem Formulation for Ecological Risk and Environmental Fate, Endangered Species, and Drinking Water Assessments for Acetamiprid” (Document ID EPA-HQ-OPP-2012-0329-0003 in www.regulations.gov, referred to as Problem Formulation in this document) from the following organizations:



· American Bird Conservancy (ABC), 

· California Stormwater Quality Association (CASQA),

· Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (Central Valley Water Board),

· Nisso America, Inc. (Nisso), and

· San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (SF Water Board).



The purpose of this memorandum is to respond to these comments.  We appreciate the comments and have considered them carefully.  To the extent possible, comments have been grouped by respondent and by their general theme.  The Environmental Fate and Effects Division’s (EFED) responses are provided below each set of paraphrased comments.  



Comments from the American Bird Conservancy (ABC)



Risk to Birds



1. ABC requests EPA to “proceed with caution in your review of the neonicotinoid insecticides acetamiprid and thiacloprid.”  ABC is preparing a comprehensive review of the effects of thiacloprid and acetamiprid on birds and has reason to believe that EPA has underestimated the aquatic toxicity of the entire class of neonicotinoid insecticides.  ABC will provide the report to the EPA with recommendations that the EPA consider the report in its risk assessment of acetamiprid.



EFED Response:  EFED will review the report when received and consider the information during preliminary risk assessment.



Comments from the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (SF Water Board), California Stormwater Quality Association (CASQA), and Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (Central Valley Water Board)



Many comments from the SF Water Board and CASQA were similar and are therefore discussed collectively.  Additionally the SF Water Board indicated that it concurred with many of CASQA’s comments.



Urban Uses



1. Both the SF Water Board and CASQA discussed concerns regarding potential risks due to use of acetamiprid in urban areas.  The comments included the following main points.  



· “Pesticide-related pollution in surface waters receiving urban runoff has created a multi-million dollar regulatory burden for our municipality members.  When this water pollution occurs, municipalities may be subject to enforcement under National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits.  Municipalities also face negative publicity and the increasing threat of litigation under the citizen suit provisions of the Clean Water Act (CWA).”

· “Once pesticides are present in urban runoff, it is technically infeasible for municipal stormwater agencies to reduce pesticide levels sufficiently to meet CWA requirements.  To avoid this untenable situation, EPA must use its pesticide regulatory authorities to prevent pesticide pollution in urban watersheds.”

· “… acetamiprid has a number of non-agricultural registered uses.  Although acetamiprid currently has relatively low estimated usage, its usage may grow in the future, particularly if it serves as a substitute for pyrethroid pesticides.”

· “Modify the aquatic risk assessment problem formulation, work plan, and data requirements to address transport through urban runoff to surface waters.  Many of the necessary changes appear in EPA’s final Registration Review Work Plans for bifenthrin and permethrin, reflecting EPA’s improved urban water quality risk assessment procedures.”



EFED Response:  It is standard procedure for EFED to estimate exposure in surface water due to existing uses of pesticides in urban and residential areas.  EFED will evaluate environmental exposure and resulting ecological risk and drinking water exposures due to all current uses of acetamiprid in urban and residential environments.  This includes applications around buildings, as termiticides, to treat trees, and on impervious surfaces.  EFED agrees that runoff from impervious surfaces is an important transport pathway that will be discussed in the risk assessment.



The Problem Formulation (pages 13-22) describes the current uses of acetamiprid that will be evaluated for risk in the preliminary risk assessment, including uses in urban and residential areas.  The current conceptual model (Figure 12-1, page 60) indicates that runoff and spray drift will be considered in the risk assessment as transport pathways for aquatic environments.  Section 13.1.A. (pages 64-65), describes the process that will be used to assess aquatic exposure for uses in urban and residential areas, including potential for runoff from impervious surfaces.  This is consistent with the approach described for the synthetic pyrethroids bifenthrin (USEPA, 2010) and permethrin (USEPA, 2011) that are also used widely in urban environments.



The conceptual model in the Problem Formulation (reproduced below in Figure 1) discusses runoff generically and does not explicitly show different types of runoff that are considered in the risk assessment.  The conceptual model is broad enough to encompass urban uses; the transport pathways are applicable to agricultural, residential, and urban uses.  EFED agrees that the conceptual model could include pathways where runoff is possible after flow through vegetation and flow across impervious surfaces.    Regardless of whether the conceptual model shows these pathways explicitly, they will be assessed in the risk assessment.





[image: ]

*Spray drift is not expected to be a significant pathway of exposure for applications of granular materials, seed treatments, and for applications of liquids with a hand held sprayer.

**PCE stands for primary constituent elements and are used to determine whether habitat modification may occur.



[bookmark: _Toc172438317][bookmark: _Toc271275114]Figure 1. Conceptual model depicting stressors, exposure pathways, and potential effects to aquatic organisms and their habitat from use of acetamiprid. 





2. CASQA and SF Water Board Comment: “…these statements from the problem formulation (p. 57) indicate that rainfall/runoff from urban land uses is not consistently included in the conceptual approach from the acetamiprid risk assessment.



“For aquatic organisms, exposure to entire formulations may occur with spray drift into a water body or when a product is applied directly to water.”



“Aquatic ecosystems potentially at risk include water bodies adjacent to, or downstream from, the treated field and might include impounded water bodies such as ponds, lakes, and reservoirs, or flowing waterways such as streams or rivers.”



 “Include surface waters that receive urban runoff within the description “Ecosystems Potentially at Risk” (Problem formulation, p. 57).



EFED Response:  The first sentence that is recommended to be changed in the problem formulation is discussing the potential exposure of aquatic organisms to mixtures (e.g., the entire formulated product).  It is assumed that exposure to an entire formulation for aquatic organisms is less likely to occur after transport from runoff as compared to direct applications to water and introduction into water via spray drift because components of a formulation have different environmental chemical properties and are less likely be transported all together as a unit.  For example, different chemicals will have different degradation rates, sorption properties, and volatilization rates.  That is not to say that there will be no overlap in constituents of a formulation when it is introduced into water via runoff; however, the ratios of the components are more likely to be different in water than in the formulation when transport from runoff occurs.  Therefore, when the formulation undergoes transport via runoff before it is introduced into a water body, the components of a formulation are assessed separately (e.g., the risk assessment will focus on the active ingredient alone).  However, when the formulation does not undergo transport via runoff before being introduced to water body, a risk assessment for the entire formulation will be conducted and acute toxicity data for the formulation are considered.  These risk assessments and data are requested for the entire formulation when products contain multiple active ingredients and are directly applied to water or when they may be introduced into water via spray drift.  The statement, “For aquatic organisms, exposure to entire formulations may occur with spray drift into a water body or when a product is applied directly to water.” does not infer that risk from uses in urban and residential settings will not be assessed.



The second sentence that is recommended to be changed discusses the ecosystems potentially at risk.  The current statement is a generic statement and includes a wide range of water bodies and does not exclude water bodies receiving urban runoff.  It currently does not discuss the sources of transport to water bodies.  EFED agrees that it could be explicitly stated that surface waters receiving runoff from both agricultural and residential/urban uses will be considered in the risk assessment; however, the current problem formulation is sufficiently broad that it does not need to be updated.  Risk due to exposure in surface waters that receive runoff from urban areas will be assessed in the risk assessment.



3. CASQA and SF Water Board Comment:  “Explicitly recognize applications to urban land uses within the conceptual model, and separately include, “landscaped (pervious)” areas and “impervious” areas as urban source categories, at a level equivalent to agricultural soil (shown currently as “soil” on the conceptual model diagram, Fig. 12-1, Problem Formulation p. 60).  Include descriptions of these exposure pathways in the text description of the Conceptual models (p. 59).”



EFED Response:  As stated previously, the current conceptual model is intended to be generic and does not describe runoff as having an agricultural or urban source.  These transport pathways will be assessed and are currently discussed in the current problem formulation in the Analysis Plan (pages 64 and 65).



4. CASQA and SF Water Board Comment:  “Include in the Analysis Plan appropriate scenarios for urban areas within the modeling approach that recognize direct and intentional application to impervious surfaces (Exposure in the Aquatic Environment, pp 64-65).”



EFED Response:  At this time, EFED does not currently describe the exact Pesticide Root Zone Model (PRZM) scenarios that will be used to estimate aquatic exposure for each individual use pattern identified in Problem Formulations, as this is performed when the risk assessment is completed.  EFED does indicate that the impervious surface scenario will be used to simulate applications to impervious surfaces on page 64 of the Problem Formulation.



5. CASQA and SF Water Board Comment:  “Distinctly account for appropriate wash-off fractions from a) impervious surfaces and b) landscaped (pervious) surfaces in the modeling effort.”



EFED Response:  The current Problem Formulation describes the procedures planned for accounting for exposure from runoff from pervious and impervious surfaces on page 64 and 65.  The following paraphrased excerpt from the Problem Formulation describes EFED’s exposure analysis plan that addresses the specific comment, 



Using two scenarios in tandem requires post-processing of the modeled output in order to derive a weighted EEC that represents the contributions from material applied to both pervious (i.e., residential and ROW scenarios) and impervious surfaces.  The daily time series from each model run, contained in the time series files (NAME_TS.out) generated using the PRZM/EXAMS graphical user interface (pe5.pl) residential and impervious surface scenarios are combined using EXCEL.  The time series’ are weighted based on the percentage impervious surface and percentage pervious surface treated, and an adjusted concentration time series is created.  Rolling averages for the relevant durations of exposure (e.g., 21 day and 60 day averages) are calculated, and the relevant one-in-ten year return frequency concentration is calculated.



6. CASQA and SF Water Board Comment:  “Account for the distinct physical characteristics of urban storm drainage conveyance systems, which rapidly convey water and pollutants from application sites to receiving waters.”



EFED Response:  EFED currently uses the Pesticide Root Zone Model (PRZM) and the Exposure Analysis Modeling System (EXAMS) as the tier II models to estimate exposures in the aquatic environment.  The PRZM model, which EFED uses to simulate runoff loads, operates on a 24-hour time step, which is far too coarse to enable the kind of detailed simulation of rainfall/runoff that would be necessary to represent transport through urban storm drainage conveyance systems.  High runoff volumes and pesticide transport from urban areas are however adequately simulated by using a high curve number to represent runoff from impervious surfaces, similar to common practice with more widely-used curve number-based watershed models, such as the Soil and Water Assessment Tool (SWAT).  Standard EFED methodologies for modeling concentrations in aquatic systems are conservative by design (e.g., result in high-end exposure estimates), and should be protective of potential exposures to aquatic organisms impacted by uses in residential and urban areas.



7. Central Valley Water Board Comment:  “Because acetamiprid will likely be used as a replacement product for pyrethroids, the ecological risk assessment for acetamiprid should account for applications and transport pathways similar to pyrethroids, which includes outdoor urban uses and runoff from impervious surfaces.”



EFED Response:  As discussed in the above responses to comments, EFED’s Problem Formulation outlines approaches for assessing risk of existing uses in residential and urban areas that includes possible runoff from impervious surfaces.  The methodology described in the Problem Formulation is consistent with those methods discussed in pyrethroid problem formulations.  



Water and Sediment Exposure



8. CASQA and SF Water Board Comment:  “Account separately for water and sediment matrices in assessments of both exposure and effects for aquatic organisms.”



“Based on the relatively high solubility of acetamiprid and its potential deposition and persistence in sediment, CASQA believes additional study is needed to quantify the environmental effects of acetamiprid and its major degradates on aquatic invertebrates in both water and sediment matrices.  It is important for these studies to be conducted on freshwater macroinvertebrates, including both Chironomus tentans, and Hyallela azteca, as the latter has been found to be sensitive to pesticides in many recent studies (c.f., Amwet et al., 2006).



Sediment toxicity testing should be performed with spiked sediments, rather than by adding the test chemicals to the overlying water.  This provides a much more accurate assessment of actual toxicity to benthic organisms.”



EFED Response:  Risk assessments for sediment are typically conducted when a soil-water distribution coefficient (Kd) is ≥50 L/kg-soil, the log octanol-water partition coefficient (Kow) is ≥3 or an organic-carbon normalized soil-water distribution coefficient (Koc) is ≥1000 L/kg-organic carbon.  These same conditions trigger the need for additional sediment toxicity data according to 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 158.630[footnoteRef:1].  These conditions indicate that a given chemical is likely to partition predominantly into benthic sediments.  Acetamiprid does not meet any of the standard triggers for sediment toxicity data.[footnoteRef:2]  However, IM 1-4 (N-methyl(6-chloro-3-pyridyl)methylamine), a persistent degradate of acetamiprid, has Koc values greater than or equal to 1000 L/kg-organic carbon[footnoteRef:3]. [1:  CFR. 2013. Title 40 (Protection of the Environment), Chapter I (Environmental Protection Agency), Subchapter E Pesticide Programs) Part 158 (Data Requirements for Pesticides), Subpart G (Ecological Effects), §158.630 (Terrestrial and aquatic nontarget organism data requirements table).  http://www.ecfr.gov/cgi-bin/text-idx?c=ecfr&SID=d891b5d8ab03593b05fb2e22e97ce52c&rgn=div8&view=text&node=40:25.0.1.1.9.7.1.1&idno=40 ]  [2:  For acetamiprid, Kd values range from 0.39 to 4.1 L/kg-soil, the log KOW is 0.8, and KOCs range from 157 to 298 L/kg-organic carbon.]  [3:  IM 1-4 KOC values range from 153 to 1842 L/kg-organic-carbon (MRID 44651885).] 




In general, modeled pesticide concentrations in sediment pore water are lower than those in the water column.  Therefore, when the same ecotoxicity endpoints are used to evaluate risk resulting from sediment pore water and water column exposures, the water column will result in higher risk estimates, and will be conservative for risk in sediment.  Sediment toxicity on a bulk sediment concentration may also be considered when sediment toxicity data are available.  The toxicity data typically requested for sediment are for aquatic invertebrates, and this information provides a better understanding of the potential range of sensitivities of sediment-dwelling aquatic invertebrates that are not available otherwise.  As acetamiprid is an insecticide, having these additional data on toxicity to aquatic invertebrates could result in a more sensitive toxicity endpoint. Acute toxicity data are already available on the sediment-dwelling sensitive species, Chironomus riparius, and are described on pages 43-44 of the Problem Formulation. EFED believes that the acute toxicity endpoint value for this species adequately captures the potential sensitivity of acetamiprid to aquatic invertebrates, and this endpoint value will be used to assess acute risk to aquatic invertebrates during risk assessment. In addition, during the risk assessment, the C. riparius acute toxicity endpoint value will be used to calculate a chronic toxicity endpoint value for aquatic invertebrates using an acute-to-chronic ratio as described on pages 43-44 of the Problem Formulation. In addition, a 28-day chronic toxicity test exists for the same species based on information in the European Pesticide Properties Database (PPDB)[footnoteRef:4].  EFED encourages the registrant to submit this study.  Since the Koc of IM-1-4 is high enough to trigger the need for a sediment risk assessment, a sediment risk assessment will be completed by examining the potential exposures to both acetamiprid and IM 1-4 using available toxicity data.   [4:  http://sitem.herts.ac.uk/aeru/footprint/index2.htm] 




Exposure Estimates Consistent with the Office of Water Exposure Estimates



9. CASQA and SF Water Board Comment:  “To provide the ability to conduct an effects assessment that is consistent with Office of Water methods, in addition to the planned approach for estimating environmental concentrations and assessing environmental risks, please also calculate four-day rolling averages with a once-in-three-years frequency in the analysis of the PRZM/EXAMs modeling results, and include the four-day, 1-in-3-year exposure estimates when assessing risks to aquatic organisms.  (Water quality criteria developed by USEPA to protect aquatic life under the Clean Water Act involve a four-day averaging period for chronic effects, with the criteria not to be exceeded more than once every three years.)”



Central Valley Water Board Comment:  “The regulated community ends up spending considerable resources to comply with Clean Water Act requirements due to water quality impacts of pesticide uses that are authorized by USEPA under the Federal Insecticide Fungicide and Rodenticide Act (FIFRA).  In many cases, pollution prevention through effective regulation of pesticide use would be much more effective than the regulatory options available to water quality control agencies implementing the Clean Water Act.  We encourage OPP to take decisive action in the registration review of acetamiprid to ensure that its use will not cause exceedances of Water Quality Standards.”



EFED Response:   The EPA Office of Pesticide Programs (OPP) is currently working with the Office of Water (OW) and the Office of Research and Development (ORD) toward the development of additional tools and approaches to support a consistent and common set of effects characterization methods using best available information. More information on this effort is available at http://www.epa.gov/oppefed1/cwa_fifra_effects_methodology/index.html#background.  Public stakeholder meetings regarding this effort have been held across the U. S. and most recently in Washington, D.C.  OPP, OW and ORD consulted the FIFRA Scientific Advisory Panel (SAP) in 2012.  While a commitment to similarly harmonize exposure calculation methodologies with OW has not yet been made, EFED's models do provide the flexibility to estimate concentrations over various averaging times and frequencies. EFED plans to explore harmonization of exposure estimation methods with OW, and will consider whether to include such alternative exposure metrics in its risk assessments in the future.



Risk Assessment for Degradates



10. CASQA and SF Water Board Comment:  “Because the major acetamiprid transformation products contain a similar pyridylmethylamine backbone as the parent (Problem Formulation, p. 53), the degradates may be toxic to the most sensitive species, and the risk assessment should include evaluation of the environmental fate of all transformation products identified in the Problem Formulation as major degradates.



We encourage OPP to require environmental fate data and both acute and chronic ecological effects studies for aquatic invertebrates in both water and sediment, to provide environmental fate-related data for the major acetamiprid degradates.”



EFED Response:  Environmental fate data on degradates are typically requested when data are needed to estimate exposure and such data are not available in the already submitted studies.  Available fate data are adequate to estimate exposure to total toxic residues (TTR) of concern, i.e., acetamiprid, IM 1-4, and unextracted residues.  IM 1-4 was monitored in most fate studies and sorption coefficients are also available for IM 1-4.  Additional data have been requested to reduce uncertainty related to the nature of unextracted residues in metabolism studies. 



The Problem Formulation (pp. 53-56) presents available toxicity data for acetamiprid and degradates. Based on this information, all degradates except for IM-1-4 have toxicity endpoint values that are comparatively higher (less toxic) than the parent for the same group of organisms. For this reason, IM-1-4 was the only degradate proposed for addition to the TTR exposure calculation in the Problem Formulation. However, EFED acknowledges that there are limited toxicity data for degradates of acetamiprid. Therefore, during the preliminary risk assessment, risk will be estimated using two different TTR exposure scenarios: 1) exposure based on acetamiprid, IM-1-4, and unextracted residues; 2) exposure based on acetamiprid, IM 1-2, IM-1-3, IM 1-4, IM 1-5, IC-0, and unextracted residues. The impact of these two exposure scenarios on risk estimates will be compared and discussed in the preliminary risk assessment. No additional toxicity data are being requested for acetamiprid degradates because none of the available information suggests that any degradate is more toxic than the parent; therefore, a TTR approach during risk assessment should be sufficient for accounting for potential toxicity of degradates.



Cumulative Effects of Multiple Pesticides



11. CASQA and SF Water Board Comment:  “It is common for mixtures of pesticides to be present in the water column and sediment of urban receiving waters.  Studies involving urban monitoring data have demonstrated that mixtures of pyrethroid pesticides are contributing to toxicity in both water and sediments in urban creeks.  We encourage OPP to pursue development of a protocol for quantitative assessment of cumulative impacts of pesticide mixtures, as this appears to be a significant factor contributing to the observed toxicity in urban creeks.



The Problem Formulation indicates that certain products contain acetamiprid in mixtures with other pesticides, including pyrethroids (Problem Formulation, p. 57).  We request EPA explicitly include requirements for aquatic invertebrate toxicity studies in both sediment and water matrices to develop data for typical end-use products containing the most commonly used product mixtures.”



EFED Response:  Exposure to the entire product is most likely to occur when the product is applied directly to water or could move into water via spray drift.  With respect to assessing potential risks from the full spectrum of chemicals that may co-occur in the environment, EPA is aware of this uncertainty but does not believe that the science has been sufficiently vetted to enable a standardized means of assessing potential risks given that the spectrum of chemicals can vary considerably depending on environmental conditions.  This uncertainty is discussed in the document entitled “Overview of the Ecological Risk Assessment Process in the Office of Pesticide Programs[footnoteRef:5]” (USEPA, 2004). [5:  USEPA. 2004.  Overview of the Ecological Risk Assessment Process in the Office of Pesticide Programs, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.  http://www.epa.gov/espp/consultation/ecorisk-overview.pdf] 




The Problem Formulation (pages 78-89 and Table 14-2) specifically requests aquatic toxicity data (OCSPP 850.1010) for EPA Product Registration Number 8033-116 because it contains both acetamiprid and bifenthrin, which is known to be toxic to aquatic organisms, and may be deposited directly into the aquatic environment via spray drift. In addition, OCSPP 850.1010 study data is also being requested on a representative typical end-use product for use on cranberries, since these products could involve direct applications to water and result in exposure of a formulation to aquatic organisms.  



Environmental Chemical Analysis Methods and Monitoring



12. CASQA and SF Water Board Comment: “CASQA appreciates OPP’s acknowledgement in the Problem Formulation (p. 72) of the need for “Environmental Chemistry Methods: Water (OPPTS Guideline 850.7100), parent and major degradates IM 1-2, IM 1-5, IM 1-4, IM 1-3, and IC-0”. However, this need is not clearly carried forward into Table 14-1 in the Problem Formulation or in subsequent text in the Problem Formulation (pp. 77-78), and in the Acetamiprid Preliminary Work Plan (September 2012, p. 6) this requirement is listed as optional. The development of practical analytical methods for acetamiprid and its major degradates in both water and sediment is essential.”  CASQA then makes recommendations on specific requirements of the analytical method such as method detection limits, equipment used, relative standard deviations, and storage stability information.



EFED Response:  Environmental chemistry methods in soil and water are already available for acetamiprid with a limit of quantitation (LOQ) of 0.1 µg/L (0.1 parts per billion; ppb).  This LOQ is below the lowest no observed adverse effect concentration (NOAEC) of 0.0025 mg a.i./L (2.5 ppb) observed for the mysid (Americamysis bahia; MRID 44651873[footnoteRef:6]).  Therefore, additional data were not required.  EFED requested additional state of the art environmental chemistry methods to be submitted if they were available in Section 14.1.B (Problem Formulation, p. 77).  As for the recommended requirements for the method, EFED environmental chemistry methods are evaluated consistent with Office of Chemical Safety and Pollution Prevention OCSPP 850.6100 Environmental Chemistry Methods and Associated Independent Laboratory Validation (USEPA, 2012b) and Environmental Chemistry Methods Guidance (USEPA, 2012a). [6:  MRID 44651873.  Sousa, J. (1998) Acetamiprid Technical--Chronic Toxicity to Mysids (Mysidopsis bahia) Under Flow-Through Conditions: Final Report: Lab Project Number: 98-2-7230: 10566.0897.6447.530: 060396/FIFRA/530. Unpublished study prepared by Springborn Laboratories, Inc. 91 p.] 




13. CASQA and SF Water Board Comment: “…there is no practical chemical analysis method for acetamiprid or its degradates.  CASQA agrees that monitoring data would be invaluable for registration review.  We encourage EPA to require pesticide registrants to provide environmental monitoring data for products registered for uses in urban areas, and especially to acquire such data in urban creeks.”



“The use of acetamiprid will likely increase in California as it is employed as a replacement product for more restricted compounds, and as use increases, it will be imperative to begin monitoring for acetamiprid and other neonicotinoid products.”



EFED Response:   No monitoring data were available that looked for residues of acetamiprid in surface and ground water when the Problem Formulation was completed.  Submission of any monitoring data available was encouraged in the Problem Formulation and any monitoring data available will be used in the risk assessment.  U.S. EPA requires that monitoring data be conducted by registrants on a case-by-case basis contingent on the risks identified in risk assessments.  The need for additional monitoring data for acetamiprid will be considered when the actual risk assessment is under way.  Analytical chemistry methods are available for monitoring of acetamiprid and its degradates in water (MRID 44988536[footnoteRef:7]) as noted in Table 14-1 of the Problem Formulation.  These methods can be found at in the Index of Environmental Chemistry Methods (http://www.epa.gov/pesticides/methods/ecm-a.html). [7:  MRID 44988536.  Tokieda, M. (1997) Analytical Method for the Determination of Acetamiprid in Water (Validation Study): Lab Project Number: NCAS97-007: 171-4B. Unpublished study prepared by Nisso Chemical Analysis Service Co., Ltd. 68 p. OPPTS 860.1400] 




Additional Information Available



14. CASQA and SF Water Board Comment: “CASQA would like to ensure that EPA is aware of pesticide sales data that are available through California DPR for all California-registered pesticides, including acetamiprid….According to the most recent sales data available (2010), annual sales of acetamiprid totaled nearly 39,000 lbs. in California.”



Central Valley Water Board Comment:  “We will also be glad to provide additional information and assistance that USEPA may needs [sic] to understand the issues with acetamiprid and other pesticides in the Central Valley Region.”



EFED Response:   EFED will consider California sales data and any additional information provided when the preliminary risk assessment is conducted.



Registration Process Must Effectively Prevent Water Quality Impacts



15. CASQA Comment: “…a number of pesticide-related listings are included on the recently approved 2010 California Clean Water Act Section 303(d) list of impaired waters.  In some instances, TMDLs have been adopted or are in preparation to address pesticide- caused water quality impairments in California….It is therefore essential that pesticide regulatory processes adequately consider potential water quality impacts, so that such impacts are prevented before they result in CWA Section 303(d) impaired water listings.



…an effective registration review process would eliminate pesticide-related aquatic toxicity in waters and sediments of surface waters receiving urban runoff discharges.”



EFED Response:  EFED routinely assesses the potential for ecological risk for all uses of conventional pesticides including uses that could result in urban runoff.  EFED defers a specific response to this comment to the Office of Pesticide Program’s (OPP’s) Pesticide Re-evaluation Division (PRD) since it relates directly to risk management, labeling, and product registrations. 



Data Requirements



16. Central Valley Water Board Comment:  “It is imperative that the Office of Pesticide Programs requires all relevant data needed to complete an effective ecological risk assessment of pesticides.”



“The Office of Pesticide Programs should require, rather than request, all of the data listed in the environmental risk assessment work plan.”



“The environmental fate data gaps that need to be filled include studies on soil and aquatic metabolism, field dissipation, leaching, soil photolysis, and environmental chemistry methods for the parent and major degradates.”



“The ecological effects data gaps are all important and missing studies should be required from registrants.  The ecological effects data gaps include studies on avian reproductive toxicity, chronic toxicity to an invertebrate, acute toxicity of a formulation to an invertebrate, and toxicity to terrestrial plants and invertebrates.”



EFED Response:  EFED requests all data that are likely to have an impact on the ecological risk assessment. Data are required by the Agency in a Data Call-In completed by the Pesticide Re-evaluation Division, and not as part of the Problem Formulation completed by EFED.  In general, all data requested in a Problem Formulation that are likely to have an impact on the risk assessment are required in the Data Call-In.  This is consistent with the data recommendations for acetamiprid and all pesticides under consideration for Registration Review.  EFED defers a specific response to this comment to the OPP’s PRD since it relates directly to requiring data.



The environmental fate studies recommended by the Central Valley Water Board are all identified in the Problem Formulation for acetamiprid as having a potential to influence the risk conclusions except for the anaerobic soil metabolism study, the soil photolysis study, and environmental chemistry methods.  Environmental chemistry methods for the parent and degradates are already available in MRIDs 44988516[footnoteRef:8], 44988517,[footnoteRef:9] and 44988536[footnoteRef:10]. An additional study on soil photolysis is not recommended because in the available soil photolysis study (MRID 48563501) microbial activity in the dark control was higher than in the irradiated samples and degradation was faster in the dark control.  As soil photolysis did not occur at a faster rate than microbial degradation, photolysis is not considered a major route of degradation when microbial degradation is occurring.  Photodegradation did occur in the aqueous photolysis study (half-life = 34 days; MRID 44988509[footnoteRef:11]) and the degradation products identified in that study along with the results from other environmental fate studies likely capture all major degradation products of acetamiprid. However, it is possible that unique degradates could form in soils that do not have a high rate of microbial degradation, where indirect photolysis could occur.  Additional data on anaerobic soil metabolism study was not recommended because the anaerobic aquatic metabolism data (half-life = 325 days; MRID 44988512[footnoteRef:12]) indicate that anaerobic metabolism is very slow.  The anaerobic soil metabolism data could become important if risk concerns arise from exposure in groundwater.  However, if the result of the anaerobic soil data were consistent with the anaerobic aquatic metabolism study results, the additional data would have little impact on the magnitude of estimated exposure for groundwater.  Finally, the anaerobic soil metabolism data would only be used in very specific risk assessments for groundwater, as aerobic environments also commonly occur in subsoils.  Finally, the soil photolysis and anaerobic soil metabolism rates are not used (on a regular basis) in current models to estimate exposure.  Therefore, additional data on soil photolysis and anaerobic soil metabolism were not recommended.   [8:  MRID 44988516.  Yang, J. (1999) Method Validation Report for Acetamiprid (NI-25): Performance Summary of Methods of Analysis for NI-25 and its Metabolites IC-0, IM-1-4, and IM-1-2 in US Soil Using LC/MS/MS: Lab Project Number: 45841: 45453: 9752643. Unpublished study prepared by Rhone-Poulenc Ag Co. 572 p. OPPTS 850.7100]  [9:  MRID 44988517.  Zheng, S. (1999) Independent Laboratory Validation of Analytical Methods NI-25: Method of Analysis and its Metabolite, IC-0, Using LC/MS/MS; NI-25: Methods of Analysis for IM-1-2 a Metabolite of NI-25 in Soil Using LC/MS/MS; and NI-25: Method of Analysis for IM-1-4, a Metabolite of NI-25, in Soil Using LC/MS/MS: Lab Project Number: 019-016: 98P-019-016: EC-98-447. Unpublished study prepared by Centre Analytical Labs., Inc. 152 p. OPPTS 850.7100 ]  [10:  MRID 44988536.  Tokieda, M. (1997) Analytical Method for the Determination of Acetamiprid in Water (Validation Study): Lab Project Number: NCAS97-007: 171-4B. Unpublished study prepared by Nisso Chemical Analysis Service Co., Ltd. 68 p. OPPTS 860.1400.]  [11:  MRID 44988509.  Hausmann, S.; Class, T. (1998) Aqueous Photodegradation of (carbon-14)-Acetamiprid at pH 7 and Determination of Quantum Yield: Lab Project Number: P196G: B196G: 96-82. Unpublished study prepared by PTRL, West PTRL, Europe. 124 p.]  [12:  MRID 44988512.  Feung, C. (1999) Acetamiprid (NI-25): Anaerobic Aquatic Metabolism: Lab Project Number: EC-97-404. Unpublished study prepared by Rhone-Poulenc Ag Co. 128 p.] 




The ecological effects studies identified by the Central Valley Water Board have all been recommended for the Data Call-In, except for the freshwater invertebrate chronic toxicity study with acetamiprid. In its response to the Problem Formulation, the technical registrant has stated that these data will be submitted. In the case of the aquatic invertebrate chronic toxicity study, a 28-day study with the benthic invertebrate C. riparius has been identified in the European Pesticide Properties Database (PPDB) and EFED encourages the registrant to submit this data to the Agency if available. 

Comments from the Nisso America Inc.  (Nisso)

Column and Aged Column Leaching study with parent and typical end-use product 



Comment:  “40 CFR § 158.1300 says that a compound mobility study conducted under guideline 835.1240 should use the technical grade active ingredient (TGAI) or the pure active ingredient radiolabeled (PAIRA). The use of the TGAI or PAIRA as the test substance is also stated in the OCSPP 835.1240 guideline itself…Nisso respectfully requests that the Agency reconsider the need for laboratory based mobility studies to be conducted with TEPs typically used in termite control application techniques for the following reasons: 1) a study using TEP would not follow guideline recommendations; 2) acetamiprid is water soluble; 3) the degradation pattern of acetamiprid in soil is understood; and, 4) existing laboratory studies (MRIDs 44651883, 44651884, 44651885, 44651886, and 46255604) are sufficient to predict the leaching potential of acetamiprid through the soil profile.”  



EFED Response: Acetamiprid may be used to control termites and is applied via trenching, rodding (boring a series of relatively evenly spaced holes in the soil adjacent to the structure and back-filling the holes with termiticide and soil), sub-slab injection, soil excavation, or injected into piping or similar systems around buildings.  Given the potential wide usage of termiticides (Waldvogel, 2007), it is important that the termiticide use pattern be fully considered in the risk assessment. The Column Leaching Studies (OCSPP 835.1240) (USEPA, 1999) were requested to support the termiticide uses where the entire formulation could be applied beneath the soil surface.  Due to the unique use pattern, data on the active ingredient alone is often not sufficient to characterize the potential mobility of acetamiprid when used as a termiticide below the soil surface.  If additional data are not provided on the potential mobility of acetamiprid when it is used as a termiticide, EFED will make conservative assumptions (e.g., Koc=0 L/kg-organic carbon) when estimating exposure for these uses.  EFED ran a sensitivity analysis using the most currently recommended model for estimating concentrations in ground water the Pesticide Root Zone Model for GroundWater (PRZM-GW).  When modeling representative use pattern using model inputs specified in a recent drinking water assessment completed for acetamiprid (USEPA, 2011, D394234, D394479) and a Koc of 0 L/kg-organic carbon resulted in a peak estimated groundwater concentration of 218 µg/L.  Running the same scenario with the average Koc of 227 L/kg-organic carbon for acetamiprid resulted in a peak concentration of 26 µg/L.  These estimated concentrations are substantially different and have the potential to have an impact in risk assessments.  Therefore, EPA still recommends that these studies be requested in the Data Call In.



Unextracted Residues in Soil and Aquatic Metabolism Studies



Comment:  Nisso indicates that for many of the metabolism studies the representative samples of unextracted residues were fractionated into different fractions using either an alkaline fractionation into humin or fractionation into humin, fulvic acid, and humic acids.  Nisso indicates that various amounts were associated with the humin fraction which can bind to clay and may be difficult to extract.  Nisso suggests that the unextracted residues will not be bioavailable and therefore, do not need further characterization.  



EFED Response:  Fractionation of soil into humin, humic acid, and fulvic acid fractions produces little certainty regarding whether unextracted residues are bound to soil if the extraction procedure is not exhaustive.  For residues to be considered “bound”, exhaustive extraction techniques with polar and non-polar solvents must be used to show that an effort was made to fully extract all residues that may be reasonably extracted.  Exploration of alternate extraction techniques should occur when unextracted residues exceed 10% of the initially applied radioactivity, and data on the efficiency of the extraction technique should be provided.  It is possible to extract organic chemicals from various organic carbon matrices including humin when appropriate extraction techniques are used.  There is some evidence in these studies that at least some of the residues are likely not acetamiprid; however, IM 1-4 is also considered a residue of concern and the amount of the residues that are acetamiprid or IM 1-4 or possibly covalently bound to constituents in soil/sediment is not known.  More information on the identity of the unextracted residues is still needed to reduce uncertainty in these study results.



Aquatic Metabolism Studies



Comments:  “Under separate cover Nisso will be submitting an aerobic metabolism study.”

“Also there may be a need for another study using a different sediment and Nisso will address this (if necessary) when a DCI is received from the Agency.”   



EFED Response:  EFED will review the submissions when they are received.



Aquatic Field Dissipation



Comments:  “The Agency is requesting a study using a typical end use product for insect control on cranberries. As mentioned in the section describing the use of acetamiprid on cranberries in Attachment 1, flooding events that are part of the cranberry production process do not occur anywhere near the time when acetamiprid is expected to be used. Also there is no direct application to water. According to 40 CFR § 158.1300 and under guideline 835.6200, “Field testing under the terrestrial field dissipation requirement may be more appropriate for some aquatic food crops, such as rice and cranberry uses, that are managed to have a dry land period for production.”



Based on how acetamiprid is used in cranberry production, we believe the existing terrestrial field dissipation studies are sufficient for regulatory / risk assessment purposes and respectfully request a waiver from this data requirement” 



“None of these flooding events occur anywhere near the time of expected use of ASSAIL.  The product is applied in late May before bees are brought in for pollination and then again in late June thru mid-July after the bees are removed.  Therefore there is no direct application to water.



Lastly, flea beetles have become a significant problem in WI cranberries.  Their populations build in late summer (August) and PHI isn’t a limiting factor.  This would ca. 30-40 days before the harvest flood and does not include a direct application to water.”



The registrant indicates there are three main flooding periods in cranberries:  

· Harvesting in late September/early October, flooding occurs for a couple of days and then is drained

· Overwintering in late December through March/April

· 1% in early May to drown bugs, water is drained after 36 hours



EFED Response:   An aquatic field dissipation study for acetamiprid would provide quantitative information on how much acetamiprid applied to soil may move into the water column post-flooding, such that it is then available for release to surface waters with the drainage of flood waters.  While it is clear from the registrant that ASSAIL® is not typically applied to water, it is also clear that cranberries treated with acetamiprid may be flooded within 30 days of treatment, when acetamiprid and degradate residues (including IM 1-4) are likely to still be present in the field.  For example, the terrestrial field dissipation studies indicate that single first-order half-lives range from 3 to 18 days and IM 1-4 was detected at higher concentrations than acetamiprid.  Therefore, it is still recommended that a field dissipation study examining use of acetamiprid on cranberries be submitted, as such a study could provide important information for better characterizing risks from the use on cranberries.  





Ecological Effects Studies



· Acute toxicity freshwater aquatic invertebrates (Daphnia): The Agency is requesting a Daphnia acute toxicity study using typical end-use products. Nisso currently has a study using the wettable powder formulation. This study (NI-25 70% WP: Acute Toxicity Study in Daphnids (RD-9571)) will be submitted under separate cover. Also acetamiprid formulations used in cranberry production are not directly applied to water (see Attachment 1 for details).

· Avian reproduction (mallard duck): This study is currently underway. The final report is expected to be completed in the 4th quarter of 2013 and submitted shortly thereafter.

· Honey bee toxicity of residues on foliage: Nisso is awaiting the Agency’s review of a previously submitted study (MRID 45346901). Honey bee larval toxicity: A semi-field study is underway. The final report is expected to be completed in the 3rd quarter of 2013.

· Nectar and pollen residue study: According to the Agency, this study is on reserve pending the results of the honey bee larval toxicity study. Seedling emergence, Tier II: Nisso expects to repeat this study upon receipt of the Data Call-In.



EFED Response:   Submission of the aforementioned studies will be appreciated. The previously submitted honey bee (Apis mellifera) toxicity of residues on foliage study (MRID 45346901[footnoteRef:13]) mentioned above is currently under review; until the review of this study is completed, no further data for this guideline study is recommended at this time. EFED reiterates its request for submission of a 28-day chronic toxicity study with the aquatic sediment-dwelling species, C. riparius; this information will be useful for evaluating the potential impact of acetamiprid on benthic invertebrates. [13:  MRID 45346901.  Hoberg, J. (2001) Evaluation of Toxicity of Residues of Acetamiprid (NI-25) and Procure 50WS on Alfalfa to Honey Bees (Apis mellifera): Lab Project Number: 13726.6123: 041100. Unpublished study prepared by Springborn Labs., Inc. 40 p. OPPTS 850.3030] 




Clarification of Label and Use Information



Comment: In regards to WA110010, WA060011, WA060009 (various TRISTAR products) the registrant indicates that some of these labels were voluntarily withdrawn.  The remaining SLN labels were to address ornamental landscape situations where ground application techniques would be used by professional applicators.  This includes airblast applications but not aerial (fixed wing or rotary) applications.



EFED Response:  Unless it is clear on the label that a product cannot or would not be applied using aerial applications, it is typically assumed that the product may be applied using aerial application methods.



Comment:  EPA requested application rates that can be converted to pounds a.i. per acre for uses on ant mounds.  Nisso provided methodologies to estimate the application rates in terms of pounds a.i. per acre assuming 48 mounds may occur per acre.  



EFED Response:  There is a high variability in the number of ant mounds that may occur in an acre, with some reports indicating that hundreds to thousands of ant mounds may occur per acre (Dorought, Not provided; University of Arkansas Cooperative Extension Service, Not provided; Willcox and Giuliano, 2012).  If additional information is not provided on labels, EFED will make a conservative assumption on the possible number of ant mounds on an acre that may be treated to estimate an application rate per acre.  This could result in a much higher application rate than that intended by Nisso.  



Comment:  Nisso provides additional clarifying information on use information in Attachment 1.  



EFED Response:  EFED appreciates the time and effort that the registrant has devoted to summarizing this information, and the submitted information will be used to refine and clarify assumptions when use and usage is characterized and considered in the risk assessment.  Much of the information provided by the registrant in Attachment 1 is not reflected on labels and may be unknown to a user. When information is not on a label, the product may be used in a manner that is not intended.  Therefore EFED will make reasonable, yet conservative assumptions on estimating risk when specific information is not provided on a label.  To prevent overly conservative assumptions from being used in a risk assessment, EFED encourages Nisso to place clear language on labels that reflect the intended use as described in Attachment 1 of their comments.  EFED intends on reviewing the information submitted in Attachment 1 in consultation with the Registration Division and the Biological Economic and Analysis Division to determine the suitability of this information for risk assessment.
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